
 
 
 

TOWN OF PURCELLVILLE 
BOARD OF ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW  

 
April 21, 2014 

7:30 p.m. 
 

1) Call to Order – Pat Giglio, Chairman  
 
2) Public Comments – Citizens who are not representing an application before the Board will 

be given an opportunity to speak (3 minute limit per speaker) 
 

3) Action Items – Additions, Alterations & Demolitions: 
a) None 

 
4) Action Items – Amendments:  

a) None 
 

5) Action Items – New Construction:  
a) None 

  
6) Discussion Items 

a) CDA14-04 Southern States (261 North 21st Street) 
 

7) Information Items 
a) None 

 
8) Approval of Minutes:  

a) February 18, 2014 Regular Meeting 
b) March 18, 2014 Regular Meeting 

 
9) Adjournment 

 
If you require any type of reasonable accommodation as a result of physical, sensory or mental disability in order to 
participate in this meeting OR if you would like an expanded copy of this agenda, please contact the Department of 
Planning at (540) 338-2304 at least twenty-four hours in advance of the meeting.  Expanded copies of the agenda 
may not be available the night of the meeting, please request a copy in advance. 
 
USE OF ELECTRONIC DEVICES DURING MEETINGS For the comfort and consideration of others, all cellular 
phones must be turned off and cannot be used in the Council Chambers.  Pagers must be set on silent or vibrate 
mode.  This is requested because of potential interference with our recording devices and the transmittal of our 
hearing impaired broadcast. 
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STAFF REPORT 
 
TO: Chairman and Members of the Board of Architectural Review 
FROM:   Daniel Galindo, AICP 

 RE:   CDA14-04 Southern States Preliminary Review 
DATE: April 18, 2014 
    

Name: Southern States  Location: West of N 21st just north of downtown 

Project: N/A  Tax Map Number: /35A1/222///4/ & /35////////69B 
Address: 261 North 21st Street  Loudoun County PIN: 488-46-5723 & 488-46-4527 
Located in the Historic District? Yes  Contributing Structure? No 

Zoning District: C-4/HC  Conformity: N/A 

Comments: 
Construction of 12,000 sf building to replace existing building constructed in the 1950s.  Construction 
would be phased to allow the business to stay open during construction.   

 
The application is evaluated under the Design Guidelines for the Town of Purcellville, Virginia (Guidelines).  
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Southern States Loudoun County Cooperative is planning to build a new 12,000 square foot retail and 
warehouse building at its existing location to replace the existing 1950s building which will be demolished.  
Construction on the site will be phased, as shown on site plan TP14-01 currently under review by the Department 
of Community Development, to allow the business to stay open throughout construction.  Because the existing 
building does not qualify as a historic structure under the definition contained within Article 14A, Section 2.4 of 
the Zoning Ordinance, BAR approval of its demolition is not required.      
 

Southern States originally submitted 
documents for a prototype facility that lacked 
some of the information required for BAR 
consideration.  Conversations between the 
applicant and staff led the applicant to agree 
to an initial informal discussion of the 
application at staff’s request.  Drawings at the 
required 1/4” = 1’ scale and answers to staff 
questions have since been submitted to aid the 
discussion.  That response is attached to this 
preliminary report.  Formal approval will be 
requested at a later meeting.   
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GUIDELINES ANALYSIS 
The following issues should be considered by the BAR while evaluating CDA14-04: 
 

1. As a prototype design, the building has not been tailored in any way to specifically address the Town’s 
Guidelines.  (Example photographs of an existing store with the same general design have been provided 
for the Board’s review.)  The Guidelines repeatedly emphasize similar themes that new structures should: 
“reflect the traditional architecture and character of the Town” (pg. 4), be “compatible with the prevailing 
and recognized historic architectural character of the surrounding area” (pg. 6), “incorporate those 
characteristics of the Town that exhibit a positive distinctive architectural style” (pg. 7), and “respect 
Purcellville’s historic architectural styles rather than be transplants of ubiquitous franchise architectural 
styles found across the country” (pg. 10).      
 

2. The prototype design is largely unarticulated while the Guidelines encourage dividing walls into 
structural bays, breaking wall façades with vertical and horizontal articulation, and breaking storefront 
façades with elements that are human scale.  (See Façade Articulation, pg. 12)    

 
3. Other than the glass used for the entry vestibule, the storefront lacks windows which are encouraged by 

the Guidelines.  Alternatively, the Guidelines recommend “closed in” glass storefront displays when 
“windows are not desired given the function of the building” (pg. 14).   

 
4. The Guidelines discourage the use of primary colors on façade exteriors (pg. 15) while the metal roof and 

downspouts along the front façade and gutters for the entire building are proposed as “Southern States 
Blue.”  (It is unclear whether the remainder of the roof would utilize the same color.) 

 
5. The proposed windows lack any of the articulations recommended by the Guidelines such as shutters, 

holdbacks, cornices and sills (pg. 15). 
 

6. Dark bronze aluminum doors and storefront framing are proposed for the building.  The Guidelines state a 
preference for wood over aluminum, but when aluminum is necessary, a pre-finished color is preferred.  
However, mill and dark bronze finishes are strongly discouraged (pg.17). 

 
7. The Guidelines include the proposed metal siding and unfinished wood within the list of “discouraged” 

building materials (pg. 18).  (Note that all “unfinished” wood would receive a clear seal coating.)  
 

8. Exposed steel columns are proposed, but these are not allowed by the Guidelines (pg. 19).  (Note that all 
of the steel columns would be painted.) 

 
9. The proposed columns lack the traditional base and column expression encouraged by the Guidelines (pg. 

19). 
 

10. The applicant is proposing to screen external equipment with farm equipment that will be displayed in the 
area, but the Guidelines require the method of screening to be “architecturally integrated with the 
structure in terms of materials, color, shape and size” (pg. 19).  

 
ACTION:   
Note that due to the meeting being rescheduled without the placement of a public notice in the newspaper, the 
BAR is prohibited from taking any formal action at this meeting.   
 







 
 

Mr. Daniel Galindo, AICP 
Town of Purcellville 
221 S. Nursery Avenue 
Purcellville, Virginia 20132 
(540) 338-2304 Phone 
  
  
In response to your questions regarding discrepancies in the plans and application 
submitted for BAR consideration, I have prepared the following responses: 
 

1. The building elevations and a dimensioned outline of the building (floor plan would 
suffice) must be resubmitted at a minimum scale of ¼” = 1’ per Section 54-76(b)(2) of 
the Town Code.   

A new set of Architectural drawings have been prepared and submitted of the 
floor plan and exterior elevations of the building in the required scale. 

2.       Color Clarification: It is not clear to me which of the colors on the supplied ATAS color 
sheet are applicable to the colors noted on the drawings.   

a.       I note that the sheet has an Acrylic Coated Galvalume while “Galvalume” is 
called out on the drawings and that a Dark Bronze Anodized is on the sheet 
while the application states that the storefront is to be dark bronze.  Do these 
correspond?  If not, what examples are to be used?   

 Galvalume is the general type of metal panel to be used on the main roof of the 
new building.  The exact panel may vary slightly based on the manufacturer of 
the metal building.  The canopy and storefront will use different materials from 
the main roof section. 

b.      None of the supplied colors appear to match the blue in the color photos of the 
existing Southern States store, so I am assuming that none of these colors are 
“Southern States Blue.”  If I’m wrong, which color corresponds? 

 The “Model Store” plans call for “Southern States Blue” on the front canopy 
metal roof and wall panels.  You are correct that there is no exact color match 
provided by Atas (or any other manufacturer).  We have found if we can get 
metal panels in a very close color from the manufacturer, they will give a finish 
warranty that exceeds any paint we could use on the metal panels. The color 
from Atas that we intend to use for the canopy roof and wall panels is Regal 
Blue. 

c.       Which gray will be used for the stucco? 
 The stucco will be painted with our “Southern States Gray” which is a light gray 

acrylic paint (see pictures provided of other stores). 
d.      Which tan will be used for the wall panels under the canopy?   
 The wall panels will be a board and batten style (MPW120 – see cut sheet 

provided) in the color Rawhide.  I will bring a sample of the panel and color to 
the BAR meeting. 



e.      What color is proposed for the metal siding on the remaining 3 sides of the 
building?   

 Once again, since each contractor that bids the project may use a different 
metal building manufacturer, we cannot give a particular color.  Our general 
guideline is to use a light gray color similar to “Southern States Gray”. 

f.        What color is proposed for the downspouts on the remaining 3 sides of the 
building? 

 We will use the same Regal Blue color for all gutters. Downspouts will be Regal  
 Blue on the front, while matching the wall panel color of the main building on 

the sides and back. 
g.       What colors are proposed for the loading dock door and other doors around 

the building? 
 Color of all doors will be gray (to be selected by SS based color chart provided by 

contractor’s supplier/manufacturer). 
h.      What color is proposed for the painted pipe guardrail?   
 The guardrail around the HVAC equipment will remain galvanized steel. 
i. What color is the exposed metal building column proposed to be painted? 

There will be no exposed metal building columns outside.  Inside the store they 
will be painted to match the wall color (antique white). 

2. Is the treated wood fencing to be left natural?  Stained?  Painted?  What about the 
Garden Center canopy? 

All exposed wood will receive a clear seal coating. 
3. The location of any mechanical equipment should be shown as well as any proposed 

screening. 
Air handling equipment will not be located on the roof, but will be inside the 
warehouse area.  Exterior components will be located at the rear left side of the 
building and will be screened by farm equipment that is on display in this area. 

4. PDFs or printed copies of the light fixture manufacturers’ sheets should be provided 
separately from the plan set.   

I have now provided the requested lighting manufacturers’ sheets.  
 
 
Regards, 
 
Jonathan Bishop 
Project Supervisor 
Real Estate and Construction 
Office: (804) 281-1341 
Mobile: (804) 314-4130 
Fax: (804) 287-1088 
SouthernStates.com 
 

 
 

http://www.southernstates.com/�
















































MINUTES 
BOARD OF ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW 

REGULAR MEETING 
 

FEBRUARY 18, 2014 
7:30PM 

 
 
The Regular Meeting of the Purcellville Board of Architectural Review convened at 7:30 
p.m. and the following attended: 
 
PRESENT:  Dan Piper, Vice-Chairman 

Jim Gloeckner, Board Member 
Mark Ippoliti, Board Member 

    
 
ABSENT:  Pat Giglio, Chairman 

Greg Wagner, Board Member 
Keith Melton, Town Council Representative 

 
 
    
STAFF:  Patrick Sullivan, Director of Community Development 

Daniel Galindo, Planner II 
Tucker Keller, Planning Technician/Recorder 

  
CALL TO ORDER: 
 
The Regular Meeting of the Board of Architectural Review was called to order at 
7:30PM. 
   
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: 
 
None 
 
 
ACTION ITEMS – ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS & DEMOLITIONS: 
 
a) CDA 14-01 AutoZone (711 East Main Street) 

 
Carolyn Thaemert preconstruction specialist for AutoZone came forward to speak.  
Ms. Thaemert went over some items with the BAR regarding their application. 
 
Board member Piper made a motion that the BAR approve CDA 14-01 AutoZone 
with the following findings based on the design guidelines as well as the Zoning 
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Ordinance.  For consistency within the complex, all of the trim will be wood, and it 
will be painted white with the exception of the red sash frames as depicted on the CE-
1 drawing.  The door will be a white aluminum or wood at the applicant’s choice.  
The true divided light will be maintained and sized as is currently on the façade, so 
the proposed raised sill will not be allowed.  You will use the sill location that is 
currently in place.  In lieu of a black opaque glazing, for consistency within the 
complex, we are going to require the light grey spandrel.  All infill brick will match 
the existing building, and while it wasn’t on the application, we agree that the service 
door in the rear can be painted red. 
 
       Motion:  Board member Piper 
       Second:  Board member Ippoliti 

Carried:  3-0-2 with Giglio and 
Wagner absent 
 

 
b) CDA14-02 Mary Ellen Stover Antiques Awning Fabric Replacement (120 N. 21st Street) 

 
Board member Gloeckner made a motion that Board accept the approved sample of a 
beige with maroon and green striped canopy fabric for CDA14-02 Mary Ellen Stover 
Antiques Awning Fabric Replacement. 
 

Motion:  Board member Gloeckner 
       Second:  Board member Piper 

Carried:  3-0-2 with Giglio and 
Wagner absent 

 
 

 
ACTION ITEMS - AMENDMENTS: 
 
None Scheduled 
 
ACTION ITEMS – NEW CONSTRUCTION: 
 
None Scheduled 
 
 
DISCUSSION ITEMS: 
 
a) Content of Meeting Minutes 
 

The BAR discussed what they would like to see in the contents of the minutes and it 
was decided that they would summarize what they wanted to say within the motion. 
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INFORMATION ITEMS: 
 
a) Results of Appeals to Town Council Regarding Vineyard Square 
 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES  
 
Board member Piper made a motion that December 18, 2013 minutes be approved as 
submitted. 
 
       Motion:  Board member Piper 
       Second:  Board member Gloeckner 

 Carried:  3-0-2 with Giglio and 
Wagner absent 

 
 
 
Board member Piper stated that he would like to attempt to clarify some things that he 
would suggest that we as a Town do better on related to this process specifically the staff 
reports.  He wants the staff to know that he appreciates all of their effort but he takes 
issue with a lot of what is written in the reports.  He stated that he needs to go through it 
and he needs to read through what he has written and it will be in the record and he can 
give a copy of what has been written to staff as well as to the Clerk.  He also stated that 
he does not want staff to feel attacked by him.  Board member Piper stated that he made 
it a point to take the report for the AutoZone because what it is not that controversial he 
has comments that relate directly to the report.  He stated read the following into the 
record, “as appeals to the BAR decisions appear to be on the rise we have become 
increasingly aware of the content of comments from staff related to application.  Since 
applicants rely on and use staff report content to further their position it is necessary for 
the BAR to point out inconsistencies and make corrections to the report for CDA14-01 
for the record, the following comparison identifies some items that are not addressed 
along with items noted which are really not relevant to the project.  It’s unclear to the 
BAR why some items are noted and others are not, this discrepancy should be discussed 
and clarified.  As an initial comment, any approvals by landlords or preferences by 
corporate entities are not relevant to a discussion on the appropriateness of a design or 
compliance with design guidelines, therefore should not be noted or considered, for 
clarity these comments should be read along with the staff report, so related to the zoning 
historic corridor overlay he would say that the BAR disagrees with finding number one 
because the balance and rhythm of the façade is in fact being altered by this application 
and the façade has in fact changed so to suggest that the proposal maintains the existing 
appearance of the building with primary modifications being adding a doorway and 
adding red framing is just not correct.  Comment number two, it’s unnecessary and not 
applicable to the project, comment number two had to do with the proposal does not 
modify the existing building to an extent that would alter its compatibility with other 
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structures in the vicinity, that’s just not germane to the proposal.  Comment number 3 is a 
true statement however it should not be a basis for approval or denial of any proposed 
design.  This particular statement has to do with a business would be opening its first 
location in Purcellville therefore creating new jobs, our responsibility and as a design 
Board is to look at the design and not worry about the cost or the semantics or the process 
and all of that we are looking to protect the Town as well as keep the structures 
compatible with the rest of the Town.  Comment number four the majority of materials, 
colors, textures, treatments etc., would remain consistent with the existing building, the 
red framing is requested to reflect colors of the Corporate identity.  Again, the comment 
states that the colors remain consistent with the existing building with the potential 
exception of the proposed red framing.  While I would disagree that this is a potential 
exception, it’s clear and obvious that the proposed primary red color is in no way 
consistent with or sympathetic to the rest of the buildings.  Also referencing the 
Corporate identify has nothing to do with the design appropriateness of the proposed 
color.  Comment number five, the comment is about AutoZone’s proposal maintains the 
buildings existing architectural elements which exhibit aesthetic durability and quality.  
This comment is unnecessary and not applicable because elements are not proposed to 
change.  The fact that there is a statement in the zoning criteria or the design guidelines 
just because it exists doesn’t mean we need to make a comment on it and what seems to 
be happening is a lot of comments are selected to get commented upon and other 
important ones are sort of ignored and you will see that as we go on.  Number six the 
statement in the report is materials and treatments proposed are all durable materials and 
incorporate the applicant’s corporate colors which serve as a subtle advertisement 
notifying perspective consumers of the businesses location and it’s not cleanly offensive 
to human sensibilities nor does it constitute a foreseeable detriment to the community.  
This comment does not relate to design, it’s subjective in nature and particularly the last 
sentence and it’s inappropriate for the review because it’s talking about human 
sensibilities which has nothing to do with the purpose of that particular requirement.  
Context and compatibility in relation to the Guidelines and what is written in Section 1 is 
that the proposal makes minor modifications to an existing, first of all the report doesn’t 
list references to all items in this section of the design guidelines it just selects the rules 
of thumb portion to talk about which is D out of a number of sections so this goes to my 
point that later on we make comments about a lot of unnecessary sections and yet up 
front in the compatibility portion we elect to pick only certain ones for some reason 
which is not clear to me why, so Item 1 says that the proposal makes minor modifications 
to an existing building that exhibits positive distinctive architectural style, this project is 
not a new development, therefore the comment is not applicable, the whole context and 
compatibility section of the design guidelines is not, this portion is about new 
development not painting, trim work, those kinds of things so it’s just out of context to 
even use this one in this report.  Item 2 which was not addressed, Item 3 the project has 
no height and mass changes therefore the comment that was made is simply not 
applicable.  Number 4 was not addressed for some reason.  Number 5 the section 
addresses buildings and their respective orientation on the site, the comment therefore is 
unnecessary as the building footprint and orientation are unable to be changed and also 
no change is proposed so why waste the paper.  Site development is the next section, the 
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building siting cannot be altered, comments therefore are completely irrelevant to the 
application and yet we talk about the primary entrance to the lease space maintaining 
current orientation, this is not necessary to say so there are five points under site 
development, we chose to talk about that one and we chose to talk about pedestrian 
access which again is unnecessary but for some reason it’s in the report.  Under C 
General Design Guidelines, the façade articulation section does become one that’s more 
important, however section one, section two and section three were ignored.  Section 3 is 
about infill projects so it probably didn’t need to be talked about but Section 1 Character 
Preservation is really important when we are talking about these windows that need to be 
consistent, regardless of how well we like the building as an architect or as a person isn’t 
the point, it’s about how does it fit and what are the proposed changes doing to the big 
picture and is it right or wrong and this partly why, well I will talk about that in the end.  
Façade Articulation, Section 4 long blank unarticulated street facades is what the section 
is talking about and the comment is, “the application proposes no changes to the north or 
west walls of the building which are largely blank and unarticulated currently, proposed 
alterations to the front would maintain significant window and door openings” so I say 
that the BAR would agree in part with this comment however the statement “which are 
largely blank and unarticulated currently” is an unnecessary editorial comment and I 
think this is a good example because in the Vineyard Square application there was a lot of 
editorial comment and those applicants launched and sucked up every one of those 
editorial comments, put them in their report and used them against good design and that’s 
the point.  B says the front façade is articulated through the incorporation of numerous 
windows and a doorway, while the comment’s true it’s not applicable, the façade 
currently has multiple windows and is not unbroken wit fenestration, nor is the proposed 
design unbroken so why bother.  C large unbroken facades, now we are talking about the 
unbroken facades.  It says facades, surfaces at the storefront level are broken by use of 
display windows which are broken by use of display windows which are consistent with 
those currently found on the building and brick.  The statement is incorrect, the proposed 
storefronts are completely inconsistent with those found on the building, now as the 
applicant has further elaborated tonight we now know there wouldn’t so they are more 
consistent but until then and based on the documents produced, there is no way that the 
writer of the report here or us as a BAR knows what they are proposing and this is also a 
common theme that seems to happen is we get documents that are not clearly developed 
enough for us to actually give an opinion, it happened at Vineyard Square, we sit here 
asking question after question and they can’t even describe what they are doing because 
number one they don’t know, it’s still too conceptual yet they are in front of us and when 
they come in front of us it starts a timeline, once that timeline starts we have been 
instructed, we have no option but to render an opinion, either deny or approve and if the 
applicant is unwilling to work with us, whatever that means, then we have no choice so 
we are locked in so that’s why it behooves the Town to ensure that the paperwork is 
complete enough for us to review and if it’s not, we should turn it away and I don’t care 
if they are pushing and saying I have a budget and I have 15 people in a room working on 
drawings and I have to get in front of them, if it isn’t ready to review it isn’t ready to 
review and if we can’t say that because we don’t know if they are ready by looking at it 
then we need to get someone who can assist knowing if they are ready and then have a 
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comment.  The Standards for Rehabilitation section of the guidelines doesn’t need a 
comment, Storefront Design, A was not addressed by the staff, windows must be 
compatible with façade themes, and this item deserved a comment.  B says the proposal 
retains the existing covered arcade, the comments are unnecessary as the arcade is 
unchanging, it’s in the overall building component it’s not something that the tenant is 
going to be able to tear down and I don’t know why it was necessary for that comment.  
C wasn’t addressed, D is façade color, this comment is superfluous because the important 
item which was not mentioned in the report is that the infill brick must match the existing 
brick exactly, furthermore the red color is a façade component and it also should be 
addressed but those things were not brought up on the report.  E talks about the field 
color of the façade will remain the existing brick and the predominant trim color which is 
white which is compatible with the rest of the building even the red of the proposed 
storefront framing is found on the building where signage related to the nearby 
businesses of Exxon, Walgreens and the Coney Island Diner and his comment is that this 
comment missed the point completely, the predominant color may be white however the 
red will be overpowering, we have since decided that the red is ok for a very good reason 
it’s paintable now, if it was an aluminum frame I couldn’t handle the red.  This section of 
the design guidelines references compatible colors and red is not compatible with this 
building referenced in nearby buildings and particularly signage is completely irrelevant 
to making a major change to the façade of a building, signs come and go.  F one base 
color should be used for the entire façade the comment is out of context because the 
reference to one base color is not about variations in material and we are talking about 
material differences when we are talking about the frame versus the brick versus wood 
and the façade whereas this item here is talking about paint or trim color and things like 
that so it’s just out of context.  G was not addressed.  Board member Piper stated that he 
would skip ahead to the end but still had statements that wanted to be added that he felt 
were important.  He stated that he found when he first wrote this he had to tone it way 
down because he found himself personalizing it rather than just reading the statements 
and asking what that statement means and he believes now it is reflective of that and that 
was a good exercise for him because when the BAR wrote the design guidelines the 
intent was that we are a small Town we are buds down the street from one another, that’s 
the idea not that we have this legislative bureaucracy that won’t allow or will allow and 
so it was written with a flavor that allowed you to move back and forth from one position 
to another  while still using the credibility of the knowledge of the people here to help 
everyone make a good decision but what has moved toward is that the Design Guidelines 
are sort of set aside and the Zoning Ordinance takes precedent because someone said it 
did and therefore they have used the terminology that we put in the Design Guidelines 
that specifically says we’re not here to overstep our bounds nor are we here to step on the 
Zoning Ordinance but let the Zoning Ordinance be what it is, it’s for Zoning not to 
legislate design and that’s what this was for and it’s really gotten twisted and it’s not 
anyone’s fault it’s just what happened and when the Design Guidelines were rewritten 
they completely improved them it was offered to certain people one of which was on the 
Vineyard Square team to review and they didn’t like it, well of course not it limits their 
ability to do things for good reason so it was not adopted, that’s the truth but the point is 
that unfortunately the reports have become and enemy to the Board, they don’t help the 
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Board, we don’t need those things written down, they are doing their job which is to take 
the Design Guidelines and go through it with every package they get and make comments 
that are right related to that process but now he has to go through five or six pages of the 
report and figure out what he has to do to defend real design. 
 
Staff discussed some of the BAR’s concerns with them and explained how the staff 
reports are put together. 
  
BAR members indicated that they would prefer to have just the facts stated in a bullet 
format will serve the purpose for the BAR. 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
 
There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 9:19PM 
 
 
 
 
        ______________________ 

Dan Piper, Vice Chairman 
 
 
 
 
____________________ 
Jennifer Helbert, Clerk 



MINUTES 
BOARD OF ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW 

REGULAR MEETING 
MARCH 18, 2014 

7:30PM 
 
 
The Regular Meeting of the Purcellville Board of Architectural Review convened at 7:30 
p.m. and the following attended: 
 
PRESENT:  Pat Giglio, Chairman  

Jim Gloeckner, Board Member 
Mark Ippoliti, Board Member 
Keith Melton, Town Council Representative 

    
ABSENT:  Dan Piper, Vice-Chairman 

Greg Wagner, Board Member 
    
STAFF:  Daniel Galindo, Senior Planner 

Tucker Keller, Planning Technician/Recorder 
  
CALL TO ORDER: 
 
The Regular Meeting of the Board of Architectural Review was called to order at 
7:30PM. 
   
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: 
 
None 
 
 
ACTION ITEMS – ADDITIONS, ALTERATIONS & DEMOLITIONS: 
 
a) None Scheduled 

 
 
ACTION ITEMS - AMENDMENTS: 
 
None Scheduled 
 
 
ACTION ITEMS – NEW CONSTRUCTION: 
 
a) CDA14-03 Sun Trust Bank (160 Purcellville Gateway Drive) 
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John Laughton, representative for the applicant, came forward to speak and gave the 
Board a brief overview of what they are requesting. 
 
Chairman Giglio made a motion that the BAR approve CDA14-03 SunTrust Bank as 
presented with the following conditions: 
 

1) That the capital on the stone veneer columns have a trim detail on the column;  
2) That the approval of the two stone veneers as presented be accepted; and 
3) That the wall mounted lighting will match those in the existing center. 

 
The Board also has the following two recommendations; 
 

1) That the height and pitch of the roof, which defines the tower on the front 
elevation, be increased; and 

2) That the size of the rake boards be increased on the gable end features in order 
to provide more detail and clarification of those gable ends. 

 
 

Motion:  Chairman Giglio 
Second:  Board member Gloeckner 
Carried:  3-0 with Piper and Wagner 
absent 

 
DISCUSSION ITEMS: 
 
a) None Scheduled 
 
 
INFORMATION ITEMS: 
 
a) None Scheduled 
 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES  
 
Chairman Giglio made a motion to approve the November 19, 2013 meeting minutes. 
 

Motion:  Chairman Giglio 
Second:  Board member Gloeckner 
Carried:  3-0 with Piper and Wagner 
absent 

 
The Board decided to defer action on the February 18, 2014 minutes until Vice-Chairman 
Piper has reviewed them. 
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NEW BUSINESS: 
 
Chairman Giglio stated that every year they have the Joint Architectural Review Board 
Awards which award outstanding projects within the Towns that are reviewed by the 
BAR.  He stated that some of the categories that awards have been presented for in the 
past are for signage, rehabilitation and restoration, and new construction and building 
details.  Chairman Giglio stated that he would like to nominate Catoctin Creek Distillery 
for the work that they did in the rehabilitation category. 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
 
There being no further business the meeting adjourned at 7:57PM 
 
 
 
 
        ______________________ 

Pat Giglio, Chairman 
 
 
 
 
____________________ 
Jennifer Helbert, Clerk 
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